Studies of transverse sections of osmium-and leadstained a-keratin in the electron microscope led to the suggestion (1) that the microfibril (about 75A in diameter) contained protofibrils about 20A in diameter . Johnson and Sikorski (2) criticized this conclusion on the grounds that the highresolution image of a microfibril in transverse section should not be regarded as a simple projection of the specimen . Subsequently, experiments were reported which appeared to show that filaments of indefinite length, and of width often as low as 20A, could be isolated from chemically modified a-keratin by ultrasonic fragmentation in formic acid (3) (4) (5) (6) . This latter evidence, therefore, provided strong support for the protofibrillar concept . However, recent studies in this laboratory indicate that the evidence for the fragmentation of a-keratin into protofibrils is not as conclusive as was first thought, mainly because no account seems to have been taken of the possibility of the presence of cellulosic contaminants in the keratin specimens .
Ohad and Danon (7) have shown that long filaments, 20-30A in diameter, can be obtained from bacterial and corn cellulose . We have also found that ultrasonic irradiation of a wide range of cellulosic materials (burr, shive, grass, cotton, wood, paper, and even dust), in water or formic acid, yields filaments apparently indistinguishable from those that have been ascribed to a-keratin protofibrils. Cellulose contamination may be acquired during specimen preparation from cleaning tissues, filter paper, dust, etc ., but, once recognized, the dangers from such sources may be minimized . A more serious problem is the appreciable amount of cellulosic plant material that wool (which has been the major source of akeratin in the fragmentation investigations) normally contains in its raw state . Such cellulose contamination is picked up by the sheep in the form of burrs, grass, twigs, dust, etc . It is usually so firmly entangled with the wool fibers that physical removal of obvious nonwoollen substances and thorough solvent extraction, the usual methods of wool purification, are unlikely to completely remove the cellulose contamination, particularly those particles of microscopic dimensions . Indeed, when a Merino wool sample was "cleaned" by the normal methods and subsequently immersed for 2 days in several changes of a 20% solution of sodium hydroxide, a non- Received for publication 7 November 1968, and in revised form 3 February 1969 . 
